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Further, it has been decided, that the attachment of a
chattel is to be regarded as permanent if it is apparently
intended to be attached for the whole of a tenant's
term (/), and from an examination of the cases cited
above it will be observed that, although in many instances
one of the obvious reasons for attaching an article may
be to steady it, yet, if the article is an essential feature of
the land or building when used for its intended purpose,
e.g.* as a factory, the article is regarded as being an
improvement on the land or building and as being a
fixture in consequence.
Further, when an article such as machinery is affixed
to premises and the machinery contains many parts,
some of which are easily removable, yet, if the part
removable is an essential part of the machinery, it is also
a fixture (m).
Trade Fixtures and Ornaments.—Exceptions have
arisen in the course of time to the second of the two rules
mentioned at the beginning of this chapter, viz : that a
limited owner may not sever what has become part of
the inheritance without commission of waste, and now a
lessee is entitled to sever articles which have been affixed
for the purpose of trade or ornament, and remove them (n),
unless, of course, there is an express agreement to the
contrary (o).
These are generally known as " tenant's fixtures."    It
(/) Boyd v. Shorrock (1867), L.R. 5 Eq. 72 ; 31 Digest 189, 3235 ;
Holland v. Hodgson (1872), L.R. 7 C.P. 328, 337, Ex. Ch. ; 31 Digest 188,
3225.
(m) Mather v. Fraser (supra] ; Place v. Fagg (1829), 4 Man. & Ry.
K.B. 277 ; 31 Digest 185, 3196 ; Metropolitan Counties, etc., Society v.
Brown (1859), 26 Beav. 454 ; 31 Digest 186, 3203 ; Sheffield &• South
Yorkshire Permanent Benefit Building Society v. Harrison (1884),
15 O.B.D. 358, C.A. ; 31 Digest 186, 3204.
(n) Poole's Case (1703), 1 Salk. 368 ; 31 Digest 193, 3294 ; Dudley
v. Wards (1751), Amb. 113 ; 31 Digest 193, 3295 ; Elwes v. Maw (1802),
3 East, 38 ; 31 Digest 194, 3299 ; Gibson v. Hammersmith 6- City
Railway Co. (1863), 2 Drew. & Sm. 603 ; 31 Digest 194, 3300 ; Horwich
v. Symond (1914), 110 L.T. 1016 ; affirmed (1915), 84 L.J. K.B. 1083,
C.A. ; 31 Digest 189, 3234.
(o) Stansfeld v. Portsmouth Corporation (1858), 4 C.B.N.S, 120 ;
31 Digest 204, 3446.

